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fifth-grade girls and boys identified as bezng ‘higa or low i
self-esteem were observed with their. parents in-their hones. E@ch—;“
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Fourth- and fifth-grade éirls and boys aigh.or low in
self-esteem were observed in their homes to assess parental - .
. influence on their self-esteem. ﬁééﬁAfhild ‘was seen with

Hié/ﬁér mQther and fathér separately in a structured inter-

.
&

action and then with both parents in a Family Rorschach.
» * .

The famiiy éiimate associated with high self-estgem apbears

to be one in which both mother and father are’ supportive of

their child and of each other. “Girls have‘pérenfs who avoid
¢ -7 -

highly directive behavio and fathers who make reinforcement

contingent upon their daughtérs‘ behavior. Forfbcys, fathers : -
, o refrain from highly directive or demanding behavior, while -

‘mothers can piay a‘;élativély diréétive role with their sons.
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- ily Interaction Patterns Associated with )

i Self-Bsteem in Preadolescent Girls and Boys. o ,

-

.. The present study was designed to examine several tradi-
tional explanatory models for the influence of parents on

theii children's self-esteem. It 'differs from previous re-

search on the topic (e.g., Coopersmith, 1967) in its focus “
- "on observation of pareht-child interaction and in its simulj a

. taneous examination of girls and boys, and mothers and fathers.

The latter is important because recent woik has suggested that

Ry

the sources of seiﬁ-esteem may differ for males and females
. Té,ga; Bardwick, 1971) and ,that perental impact may vary for -

fathers and mothers (Martin, 1975).. ..

Four modeis were investigated.” The present research was

. not intended as a competitive test of ‘the models. _This work
is a prior stage; i.e., seeing for which hodels there is sup- =~ *+ ° 4
» > 4 ‘ |

|

- port, especially with behavibraliiﬁteragtibn data. It may

‘well be that some of the models are complementary tqQ each other.
Model I (Identificatiqn/Modeling)1sgg§ests thetecbildren iden-
) R ‘ =
tify with, and model their behavior on, their parents (especially.
- '7 -

: ame-sex ones). Thus, children shouid‘develop levels of self-

esteem similar to that of thelr parents. ‘Coopersmlth suggested :
~»
vthat both unconscious 1dent1f1cat10n -and’ conscious modellng -are

B

k likely to be 1mportant components of the development of chil-

dren'!s self-esteem.. -In his research, he reported that mothers

/self-esteem,kas rated by 1nterv1ewers, correlated. posltlvely
*

with self-esteem in thelr sons. | On the other .hand, Gecas,

-

<o
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Calonico, and Thomas (1974) and Sears (1970) have found little

support for a«modéﬁing explanation of the level of self-esteem

-

in children. ) .

Model II (Directivenessj suggests that highlyndirective’

E R i

("adthoritarianﬂ) pérents will have children low in self-esteem,

while less directive but involved ("authoritative;" see Baumrind,

1 ’

1966) parents will have children high in~se1f;§steemai This | - s

,posi%ion found support in Coopersmith's work. Higqiselgfesteem

in boys was associated with moderate to high-leveis of con%rolj
on the part of the mothers, reasonable but clearly defined
limits on their sous® bzshavior, and a ﬂempcratic‘familyrstyle;
,Antécraticrandrauthoritarian patterﬁs—we:e typicailly found in‘
families of lqw:ésteem boys. Comstock (1975)-and McEachern
(1?73) nave provided: additional éﬁbport foxr the relat£9nship
between -authoritative parental patterrs énd high self;esteemq
in childéen, In contrast, two -other studies have found'evidence
‘that a "permissive"” (Qadri & Kaleem, 1971) oi "1ochontroliiﬁg?
(3poldénio, 1974) parental approach is most clearly associated
with high esteem,in*child§en. Ohe other study (Gecas, 1971)
found no association between parental gontrol'apd self-ev;luatiOnl
for ;-sampié of adoleséeqts.

’ Model III (Reinforcement) suggééfs thaﬁ;pgrentswho'pro~
vide a high :ratio of positiye reiﬁforqement ;6p£ni§hmen£, es- .
pecially when a hig?/?rgportionof the reinforcement is cont
tingent o; appxgpiiatefbeﬁavior ﬁrbm7§he ;hild,:;511 ﬁavevch;l-

NI - | :
dren high in self-esteem. . In Coopersmith's research, mothers
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‘who believed that: - "It is more effective to punish a childA '
for not -doing well than to reward ﬁim for succeeding" (p. 191)
tended to have sbns:who here low'in self-esteemi‘.xatz, Cole,
and Baron. - (1976)- also found a negative correlatieq between
pareats‘ reported use of pnn{shment ané self-esteem in children.
Siﬁilarly,;positive self-esteem in children has besen associated
nlth the following pax ental behaviors: lqw‘punitiveness (Bachman,
"1970) ; use of positive incentives and reinforcement (Bavmrind, -

1967); and ‘supportiveness rather than either punitiveness or
= - N

indifference (Rosenberg, 1965). -~ .
4 .

There are few research reports on the impact of contingent
reinfcrcement considered separately from othet reinforcement.
- ) 3

. Coopersmith (1967) fouhd’sons' self-esteeﬁeWas positively - :

associated with their be11ef that punishments admlnlstered by

) thelr,pzrents were deserved, 1.e., contlngent.vlﬁoopersmlth -

11967)—andaﬁaumrind (1967) both—c;aiméd~that consistency in
discipline was also correlated with high self-esteem. While-

nelther of these studies was. concerned with the impact of cca-

ztlngent pos1t1ve relnforcement, they- do suggest +that con-

. .
tingency may be a: cr1t1cal varlable. - S -

-~

Model IV (Warmth/Involvement) suggests that positive .,
family interactions and mutual respect within the family will

fostef*high self-esteem in children. This model has been w1dely'
suppotted in the research literature. Posltlve self~esteem has

. 4 L &
1

been associated with parental warmth (Baumrrnd, 1967, Cooper-"
smlth, 1967; Sears, 1970), support (Apolonlo, 1974; Gecas, 1971) ,

and acceptance (Baranoff, 1974; Comstock, 1973, .and Qadr; &

-
+
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4;- Kaleeﬂ, i974Y. ;etative to low seltfesteem children, high
' ;'eSteeﬁrchiiéren have also'been.fédnd to be relative}y close ’
- ' to their parents (Bachman, 1970}, hzghly rnvolvea}in family*
'1ntera"t10n"Rosenberg, 1965), and in frequent agreeme t with
N i ) * P

other family meﬁbers (Coopersmlth, k?67).

oS

-

It is clear that all four modeIs have recelved at least
some support in prev1oug‘research; ;n several,cases7—there-
have -also Peenfdisconfirma%iohs;‘;These ihconsisteneies.in the

f + literature areadhe,.at ﬁeast in part,- to differences in meth~-

odolagy (interview, selferepbrt, obserﬁation) aad‘Qemogra;ﬁié
characteristics (age,'sex, race) of the ghiidren stuéied. In S

1

the1present;researchfit is pgssiple to assess all four models

on the same daé,,usiné varied methods, .on a largevsample of

families with p:eadoléscent—girls and boys. In this rep rt

“we are focusing on béhavioral measures of family interaction. -
. - N 4

o

Method

/4§%§ . ., The subjects for this study vere 9§ fourth--and’ fzfth- ‘
' graee students (51 glrls and 4% ooys) and t"_rr parents. All e
subjsets were from whlte;—mlddle-classr and,stable, two-parent
faﬁilies.' The middle class sample was found by selectlnc schools—
?ﬁ . : serv1ng middle class areas. This brov1ded a sample ranglng from
| lower-middle to upper-middle class subjects.‘ Stable famllles
were operatlona1ly defined as two parents res;drng together -
- -cantinually from the tzme the- subjectvwas no more than 5. years
. of'age through the time of the research. Only a few of thef

* families had any remarriagus. Coopersmith's (1967) Self-Esteem




' teachers rate thelr students self-esteem related-behaviorsi -

.the day of testlng in elght elxmentary schools. The.famllres

:visibly connected to that testing. Thefstudy Wasjpresented“td

20 low-esteam boy%, 20 IOersteem gi

{
'—establlshment of rapport, the parents were. each asked separately

Vo, :7’ . l ) " 'a,al ’
S~ . .. »- v - Family Patteffis -

L - 6. ; e

. . ’
. .

Inventory (shorf £orm3) and Behaviof Rating Form {(inrwhich

were. used to select’ chlldren for the study. Students scorlng

’

in the top third of thelr classroom group on both measures L ; ‘

-

were considered to ‘have’ hzgh self-esteem; those'scprzng in the .y

bottom third on both measures were designated as low self-esteem

children. Scores on both’meaoures were gathered trom the, 952

‘fourth-. and rrfth-graders (470 glrls:and 482 bors) present‘ D

° .

of the 143 elzgzble chlldren recelved a le ter requestlng thelr

participation 1n .the- study and explalnlng the procedures to be

"used. - _This Tetter was: malled £o ‘the parents approxlmately 2 .

months after,the testlng)yaS—done in the schools and was not :
. . - g :

¥ \ i
the parents’ as a study'of normal chlldren to nunlmlze pareqtal U

-, concern“and to. maximize the chances for‘ relatlvely,typlcal

patental-Behavror- All famifies were then contacted by tele-
phone. Of the total group, 45 famlrles were unable or unw11 ting

to part1c1pate, resuli.ng in the sample/9f798 families, with*

-and 31 high-zest’eem gir:!.s. / g - 7 y . '
Bi:oceaure o '/’/% - 0 ) | ‘ .

Two young, adult, female experrmehters conducted the study
in ‘the homes of the subjects. A double-bllna procedure was
A

emproyed with the subjects and both eyperlmenters. Followzng

L

s ~ L i : A




. ) : ’ . Fami;x,Patterns"
* ‘\ 'D. - ‘ f? R ‘7 . ? 3 '

. g

to £ill out a questlonnalre with demograph1c and attltudlnal

N
items, as well ds Rosenberg s (1965) Solf-Esteem Sgale. It

—
‘ ~ . %

- was-necessary to use thlS ‘scale, as Coopersmlth's is deslgned
. —~ ) o

for children, Crandall (1973) has reported correlations of

- ~

.54 and .60 between Rosenberg s scale and Coopersmlth's in two=
dlfferent studles. The correlatlons betweeu these _parental . :

; scores and thelr children's scores on the Self—EsteenlJnventory , ‘\

L
» < I

: were “used- to assess the Identlflcatlon Model (Model I). Wnile

I * -

morefstrlctly behav1ora1~measures would have- Been -preferred,.

it is difficult to assess identification in a behavioral “fashien. *
. While thesparents wefe'occupied with this task, one«experimenter

l

. . admlnlstered two cards of the Children's Apperceptlon Test, Human

'Flgures Form (Bellak and Bellak, 1973) to the Chlld. . P o

3 ! .

Y . The remainder of the procedurey‘whlch empha51zes$structured
: . A
beha 71oral 1nteractlon between parent, or parents, and Chlld,

. < is a modlfled version -of that developed by Loeb (1975). The

fizst task regplred\the children to work at’ bulldzng,a\toWer ! <.

L]

fof\seven minutes while blindfolded, usiag, 24 1rregularly~shaped

o blocks. One parent was with the child and ,was instructed that i

9

s/he could aid the Chlld as muchaor as lrttle as s/he wanted.
- * 4 ~»
Thls is a task whlch 9-11 vear-old chlldren can do alone, bBut 54 -

- .

one in which parents are clearly in a p081xlon to be able t9

. help them. . During thls task; the frequen01es and types of

parental control and parental relnforcement behaV1ors were ob- -

served and counted by,one of the experlmenters. The parental:

'x - - 3
o control.behaV1ors that were assessed 1ncludea" "physically
£33 - 1 - - .
L " helps'’ (e.g., puts block near child's hand while 5till allowing ° ST

o, '

.r
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the ch11d freedom of ch01ce)o "physlcally takes over™ (places block ) ,

on v =x):; veg?ally suggests or explains" (the ch¢1d is gzven rel— - Y
evant information while fretainimg freedom of choice, e.g., "Why don't ° o

-

. - . o . Lan
you try the square piece?"); and “verbally orders or directs" -(the

L Ly - ’ ’. '. ‘ 3 » \ 1] ’ - o “ > . o ’ L3 ~
,child is not given an expllc}t.chrlce and disobedience yould be dif-- -
- ficult, e.g., "Use this block"). These‘control‘behaviors'Wera used

N - . s o
. s < 4 - - N - =2
to assess the Directivene§s<nodel (Model II). Previous research em—
b - . . Py ‘-

ploying these procedures (Loeb, 1§75)_suggests that thefcritica;,in—
. - formation here is the andunt of airecting behavior relative to the'
o 3 ¢ .
- amount of suggesting behaviozr. . arental relnforcement behaV1crf were

g
* -

either: "“gives poOsitive, ‘verbal reinforcement" (e g.,j"Good ork.") ’

7 ST : P
or "gives verbal punishment” (e.g., "You're not doing well.").. Pos- , . .-
- i / - ,,."'. " 'y
. itive verbal reinforcement-was®divided post hoc into contingent re- T

inforcement (follows’én instance{of the child's successfully placinq

a block on the tower) or noncontingent. relvforcement (the lack of this .-
* 2 !, ‘-’ _

'contlngency). We did not comparably dlv;de vérba;.punlshmEnt as—the

approprlate ch11d behaV1or for eliciting this type of contlngent parz »

1 4
¢ - 2 &

ental-response 1s not‘clear. These sorts of.verballzatlons are gen— ’\‘z .

] - 3

erally ass?med to be re1nforc1ng or punishing’ a?d were therefore used

>

as behaV1oral measures of the Relnforcement Mdﬁel (Model III). The '1’, )

L . e

< -congern in this model/was not primarily w1th the quantlty of reinforce-

ment or punishment but rather .the ratio.of poSitive,reinforceﬁent to’
- . ¥ 4 . * ﬁ, ‘7 : °- ’ ,. N
,punishment and the ratio of contingent positive reinforcement to, totala '
(1nc1ud1ng noncontlngent) pos1t1ve relnforcement. 'The amount of re-. |

-

1nforcement or punlshment is 11kely to .be greatly 1nfluenced by parental

talkat;veness or 1n?olvement‘ Quantlty of talklng is controlled for o
: o N . . ) ° - . . P e ",. %
r,by using-ratio scores. ) }*. ~ ! ' E

E]
-

4 Thls procedure was then repeated with the other parent (W1th order

xof*parents;predetermlned and pgunterbalancea). For this second lnter-

. action sequence. four flat blocks were 9 . -
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replaced by four round biocks in an attempt to counteract the

- $

effects ‘of 1mprovement‘1n the chlld's ptrformance due to

-

practlce. Interrater rellablllty was checked. by hav1ng the

other experimenter ‘rate the first flve and tast five families.
E . . : B i s - ) o -

* The. correlations between the two experimenters’ gtdngs ranged°
from r(18) = .83 to r(18) = ,96in all categorles.

1 ‘ -

L2 ramlly Rorschach (Loveland, Wyrne, &

*
I3

-
. .

ginger, 1963) was

, then admlnlstered to the mother, father, ald child together .

.

to assess gommunlcatlon.patterns w1th1n the family..

4

,perimenter recorded’ all suggestions and ﬁodifiéat%ons made by

One ex- -

P ° -

In addition; each' person's verbalized ..s

each family membev.

-

agreements and’ dlsagreements were recorded. These communications

rs -

“Were measures‘of the famlly Warmth/lnvolvement Model (Model 1117

The. 1nkblots have proven useful (Loeb, 1975) 1n e11c1t1ng d1f~
..’.’J A
ferentraL amounts of}famrly partrpratlon and mutual support-

FRRAS -

Interrat x rellablllty on these categorles was -

3 .
or derogatlcn.
d

3
- + »e v

aLsessed 1nfthe same way as for the tower—bulldlng task ana '

was fouhdvtO*be'between r(l8) = 93 and r(18). = .99..

-

- PR . - P ; . -7
.~ These procedures and their respectlve'measureS*were
. s .

’ selected in an attehpt to be as® naturalistic as poss1ble whlle .
{ " ‘& ¢ s

maxlmz.zlng theé opportunlty to coliect the relevant data }?y o

. w

providing: some mlnlmal structure.

& .

strated the ablllty to create involvement in the task thereby
m1n1m121ng experlmenter effect.

 is provided, the tasks arée hot too far from what parents “and” o

» childran are likely to do with each other. - . v,

Al

The prccedures have demon- .

Furthermore, thquh structure i,
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After . the Family Rérschach, sepgt&te interviews concerning- . . e
A . 2 i : ’i " . - .3— - - .
family background and history-were conducted.with each parent, A

£ hd ‘

x;ihile the child filled out a qﬁestionnair“e similar to- that~

’

prev;ously coqpleted by&the par%nts. FolIOW1ng the ehperlmental L
procedures,.famrly nembers®, questlons were~answe_ed,_ the famlly
was offered $5. OOxfor their\partlcmpatlon,.and they were re- i

t

2y b

N * ;v
quested not to dlSCLSS the, research w1tb anyone until the re-
o c "\ € > > 9

5. L -
u.search was completed. .. :

@ -3 . T s e Ty
- M o  Resulps .- " s 'f. 4
Model I AT T . ’ (N P‘ , B .7' :~Q=
) . ? The’Identlflcatlon cr Modellng/EYpothe51s was assessed,b; N )
‘.cqrreiatlng ‘the boys and the glvls scores on Cc}persmlth' ‘; .” ]
{ Self—Esteem%Enventory w1th the1r mothers' -and fathers' scc;es . ) 3;$
.-on Rosenbérg"s (1965) Se1f~Esteem Scale. The correlataons-were L R
; strongest between like-sexed parent and ch11d #hough none of % LS
l the corre%ftlons was 51gn1£1cant. Fcf boxs, thercorrelatlonkjg s .

- - -

were: r(43)-= .22 with fathers,an& r(45) = %05 with mothers:: ,

v Thé correlatlpns "for ‘girls were r(49) = -.05 with fathers .

TR s " and r(49) =‘.15:with'mothersu T . - 7 .
;'! ;/L‘ - ;'- * . : °‘ ’

d " . e s T e ‘: ".’ ', . ey *

Model IT °, e N ° . o
+ ", ThreP 1ndlces of parental dlrectlveness 1n the tower-
[+ ¢ .

R ,5 / 3 M
. . bulldlng task were considered ‘in evéluatlng the D1rect1veness
, ) - P

Hyopthesis: physlcal dlrectlveness (number'of physlcal take-
- - [ "
r'oGers minus phys1ca1 helps): verba& dlrectlvebess (number'of

* verbal dlrectlons minus verbansugge tlons) and verbal dlrect-

.
- - ¢ » 3 T

N 1veness percentage (number bf directions lelded by the totaI
3 [ . *
. - LoD T, o o g >, . .
N . ! 4 ’ e S . : * § - !
1‘ - “ . L] ;. .
s " :l.L -| *
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number of d;rectlons and, suggestlons) th51cal dlrectlveness ;;'
’\ < e 3 - P
perbentage would-not have Deen a mEahlngful measure as many I

- ® '

garents provrded,no pnyslcal take-ovérs ox phfsical helps Whlch .

‘l‘ L o [y

quld result in.a zero in the denomlnator for-calculatlng the--
.,\ - » \ %

percentage oféphys1cal dlrectlveness. Thése lndlces are at- ’ .
H Pl

a

. ~ L4 - -

‘tempting to measure relatlve'dlrectlvencss, i. e.,.a hlgh%y - -

- e s - AR & : e
1nvolved parent who ‘gives many d1rectlons and many suggestrons 5.
Fxs - . ! N 2 P .

is cons1dered lesS‘of a “dlrectlve" parenc than one who glv. ; L o

- - .‘,. -.*...

many dlrectlons and few suggestlons. ﬁach dlmenslon wac tested o

. - -

Ry D *

a4

-X
f.c mothers and fathers separatelyszn 2’ x 2 (sex oftghlld and - N

self-es+eem group) analyses of var:l.ance.’4 A IR RS

N 3 '-s:" #~ ‘ & ’ . v .~ - *

1Y - * s, -
Dlrectlveibehav1or on’the part of parents'waQ in general - .

.
a e

K M &
‘predfbtlve}of low self—esteem ln chlerenw Physical dlrectlve-"
v - 2 . 4 ’ a— 't P

nesss in fathers=was assocrated W1th low self%esteém 1n both ’ ¢

. bOYS'and,girls: F(1,94) % 8.08; p €g01. With respect to verbai

L. -
2 ] ~ - d

A /: <
direc¢tiveness, the*overall ma1h and 1nteractlon effects.were Y Lo

prs ] - ¥ o -

no; slgnlflwant. However,'ln p1anned comparlsons conslderlng ..
2 1 :a ¢ 7 ' s
mothers and fathers*separate Ltk their sons and daughters, Ty

. .
), Qu e Vs -

we found s1gn1F1cant¢alfferences between hlgh and low self—'

» — < -
] z "' ) o S ¢ . 4 % - (S ]

eSteem_daughters. Paternal verbal dlrectlveness scores were-

. ‘ 1 f L4

hlgher in 1ow~esteem glrls (§_= 15 65) than in hlgh ,gsteem a4 ‘

. L 3 . 4 *
glr-ls “(_':_'c'_ 2. 3. §7) s t‘49) 2.15 "p( 05.5 Maternal verbal .
dlrectlveness scores were 51m11arly h1gher.1n low esteem " . S
glrls (x = 6 00) than in nigh” esteem glrls (xa= -1-32) ;, o

L ' : >
"U , .pl . . & R - ) . P
3(49) = 2.17 p,<105. . B o - . S

. - '

4

: When verbal dlre tlieness was c§1cu1ated as a’ percentage, e .

-

B > [

maternal dlrectlvenessﬂwas again. hxgher for low esteen glrls o
. ¢ . [ v -

i b . 3 , * .

-
*

-
-

y —
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.

(x = 51:6%)qthan for high esteem girls (g = 41.6%) . ‘ilowever,

maternal directiveness was higher for hidh estzcwm boys (? =

‘53 8%) than for low esteem Doys (x = 44.5 A.though nelther

main &ffect was 51gn1f1cant, the 1nter?ctlon effect was 51g-

../ . ‘f\
* ~},,:\ ’ . -

* = -

Model III ¢ . -

nificant: F(1,94) = 4.34; p (.0

The Reinforcement Hypothesis was assessed with two ratio,
measures of parental verbal behavior during the tower-buildiiy
task: the ratio of positive“reinforcement to punishment; and

TﬁeSe

1

'the proportion -of contlngent to total re1nforcements.

Yatios were exumlned in 2 x.2 (sex of chlld and self-esteem
& /

group) analyses of. variance, separately for fathers and mothers
o . e

There wefe no 51gn1fLCant effects for the ratlo of_p051t1v//

/

For the proportlon of/contlngent

*

to total relnforcements, there was a951gn1f1cant 1nteract10n

Iy

[y

high seif-esteem w

,effect'for fathers:

(1, 61)6 =

p

6.17; p < .025.

For girls,

as| associated wlth a high proportion'of con-

-

- - - - - - v - . A S - - = e T

tingent reinforcémeJt from fathers, while the’ reverse was true

. )
- for boys (see 'I"able-f'l) . i

B Insert Table 1 about here 0 ‘ C
Model IV L S L v >

-~ A

Measures to assess the Warmth/Involvement Hypothe51s wete

Warmth "and 1nvolvement

-

taken from‘tha—Family-Rorschach data.
were operationalized as: family 1nvolvement in the task (the

total number of’ suggestlons and modlflcatlons from all famlly

- o
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members concernlng what the inkblot mlght be); high, levels

A3

of agresment (nunber "of tlmes family menbers agreed to each

3 o

others'

C - L . . -
three variables were examined in 2

. iz e .
esteem group) analyses Of variance.

higher in families of high esteem children:

In the context of this hi

E

tion, there is suggestive evidence

p< .225. ’

suggestions); and low ievels of dlsagreement.

These

x 2 (sex of child and self-
Family'inmolvement was

F(1,94) = 6.23;

gher total family participa-

that high esteem children

/"had fathers who were relatively more active than m.othersJ while

the opposrte ceemed to be true for

aAll three part1c1pants (mother, father, and chlld) expressed

[}

/
low esteem chlldren.

_more agreement w1th each others' suggestlons 1Q.fam111es of hlgh

cesteem children than in families of low esteem children.

. difference was significant for fath
[+ . . .

and for childrens:. F{(1,94) = 4.54;

M Y
in theé ‘same direction for mothers:
- . disagreements, there was a signific

fathers' F(1, 94) = 4,51; p‘< 05.

often “in famllles of low esteem boy

P .
o ¥

-~ boys (x = 1.33), and more ‘often in

There-were o other si
. ~
disagreements. .'

Ry

' (g = iu30-);’
‘ S

N

Other. Finéings.

‘Several “other: parental charact

‘ilies of hlgh-esteem chlldren from
1)

children. In famllies with hrghjes

This!
ers: F(1,94).= 5.12; p <.05;
p <.05. There was.a,trehd

F(i,94) = 3.74; p<.10. For

ant interaction effect for .
The fathers dJ.sagreed more
s (x = 2 70) -than high esteem

famllles ¢f high esteem girls

gnificaht differences for

erlstlcs dlstlngulshed fam-~-
families of low-esteem

teem children, reported

s




_satisfaction with spouses’ performance in child-rearing was

* and considering Sons and daughters separately. We will examine

our data in their implications for the féur models introduced

’ =
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significantly higher for mothers: F(1,94) = 6.04; p. 2025,
and for fathers: F(1,94) = 6.19; p ..025, than inr families '~

-

of low self-esteem children. High esteem children were also

<

more likely to come from relatively high socio-economic status

families, even in this middle clggs sample. The Fathers of

-

high esteém chlldren had occupatﬂbns of hlgher status (using - “Qg 7
the rating system of Hollingshead and Redlich, 1958). F(_,94) =

3.98; p .05, and the mothers were better educated: F(1,94)
i ' T
13.91; p a'.001. ) . - ’ K )
% . . . - ) ) E
Discussion < -

These results prov1de some: support for Coopersmlth s con—
1 ~
clusions. However, we have found significant dlfferences whlch

underline the importance of observing both father and mother

=

' - LI -
.

earlier.
Our study }s—consi;tent with other recent research.(Gedes,
Calonico, and'Thomas, 1971; Sears, 1970) in finding little .
support for the identification/modeling theory (Model I).i Pre-
adolescent children do not appear to "learn" self-esteem.by.
L4

patterniné their self;concepts directly after those of their

parents. However, this model was ¢tested only by paper and ,

¢

‘ pencil measures. . The child and adult versions of these tests
~ = ’ ’ "‘ﬂ

are only moderately well correlated introducing additional o3

sburoes—of variance. They alsn seem to be associated with
) -

social desirability. Thus, the lack of significant self-esteem




£

" 7"in girls.

-

a .
Abehavior on the part of fathers.

"clusions.

- céntention that moderate to high

‘ - - - ".
.
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is

correlations may indicate different ddwgrees of socialization,.
‘_' + . ~‘
- differences between the tests, inadequacies of papér and

pencil measures, or some. combination of all of these.

‘v
’

Self—esteem 1n~ch11&ren does appear to be related to a

-

number of parental behaviors;

)

dlrectlveness (Moael II) are assoc1ated w1th low self—esteemgln

-

Both physlcal ahd ‘verbal parental
chlldren.

Verbally directive behavior on

<

) the part of mothers is -also assoc1ated with lower seélf-esteem

< .

It is 1nterest1ng to note that the form of dlrectlve

°

Thls low esteem is associated with physically dlrectlve

behavior round with low self-esteem is what .we expect from tra-__

) ’ fer
ditional sex-role stereotypes; i.e., fathers use physical modes,

-

mothers use verbal ones. ; , R . ,

’ . . : -

The one parent-child pair in which directive behavior was ¢

’ ~

‘ not assocxated w1th low self esteem, thevmother—son‘dyad, is

.the primary relationship on which Coopersmith based,his ‘con-

P 4

levels of control on the part

-

of mothers may promote self-esteem in sons.

a

smi:th's conclusion +kat "firmer and more demanding regulations

arée associated with higher esteem" (p. 197) does Jotiseen to

'be\a-validjgeneralization, since we found quite the’opposite

pattern in the other three parent-child dyads (mother-daughter,

‘father-son; father-dzughter). The present findings underline

the importance of separate consideration of all four parent-
LN ’

child dyads.

: 16

The present study does provide some support for his .

However, Cooper— .
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'ﬁrth—respect to reinforcement, the most important variable
seems to be the ratlo of the amount of re1nforcement admln-

,1stered whlch is contlngent upon aDproprlate behav1or from

A} ’ 4

the ¢hild relative ﬁovthe total;amountzof relnforcement. Againy’

- -

we- £ind critical sek differenCes. - Having a father who-makes a

relatlvely high proportlon of his relnforcements contzngent on

-

de51red behavior from, the child seems to result 1n’h1gh self-
esteem in daughters but low self-esteem 1n—sons.’ Thereffect of

such an approach, which makes’reinforcement from parénts con-‘ .
4 . ™ “
dltlenalﬁon the chlld*s perfbrmance, may depend on the-affectzve

+
2

tone and gemand structure of the parent-ch.rd reiatlonsﬁip. L

Glrls apparently prof1t from this more. demandrng approach from

} ,

e e TGN G

thelr‘fathers perhaps because of the.melatlvely comfortable : ’% )

(warm and relaxed) nature of the relatlonshlp, whlle thls ap-
proach is harmful in o;ys who may have a more dszzcult (com—
_petltlve) relatlonshlp w1th their fathers (see Rosen and

D! Andrade, 1959, Rothbart and Maccoby, 1966, and Gurw1tz and
Dodge, 19753. This flndlng supports Benson s” (1963) cIazm that
almost apy c6er51ve control has a. more dmsturbzng 1mpact when
from a same-ggx parent than fromsa—cnoss-sex parent.

‘In this sﬁudy$ wé also found that se;f;esteem:§n children
was: asso'ciated' with a 'x;warm,,an& involved style of family inter-
action—(ModeI IV). High self-esteem,in-chilaren was'found in
—famllles demonstratlng high levels of agreement (matual support)
and wzth parents who were satlsfled with the chlld-rearzng per-
formance of their spouses. TheSe findings support the research

of Coopersmith and many others: Again, there are some interesting

. -
L : d
N -

-

-
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sex differences. Paternal disagreement followed a pattern

similar to that found for contingent reinforcement; that is,

f fp) YQhlgh levels were -associated: w1th hlgh esteem in- glrls and low

Ee/ A
‘L+ ¢ e o

.*esteem in boys. A high rate of dlsagreement may operate in

way slmllar to the demandlng parent pattern descrlbed earlier,.. -

Py

: in that fathers' dlsagreement 1n a generally warm context (1 ey .
‘3*. e -

with glrls) provides support for self-esteem, whxle such behav1or .
o - s

in a competltlve context (1.e., w1th boys) is harmful £6 self-
esteema u . ’
An 1mportant cons1derat10n in; interpreting these results ", A{é

14

» d Tt P et e Y i T e

is the’ dlrectlon of effect. Whlle correlatlons between parental .

9\-

* ) \Q .«

,- behavior--and chlld's score enfsome méasure may reflect parental

. 1nfluence, it may well refiecégthe 1nfluence of the child. .A
<

-

child with 1ow'se;f-esteem may perform—poorly (eliciting directive
‘ ) v P L. ' . . .
“respdﬁ§%§)1 may appear discouraged :(fostering encouragement in

. } B .. .7’.": . - . .
- the form of posrtlve reinforcement), or may be withdrawn (mro-

Q;,zgvoklng Iow parental warmth and ;nVolvement) ‘ThHird variable

v -

.

ﬁ'gfkeffects such as soclal diass may stat1st1cally account for botn

e L
e A
et YL aa .
[P a2 5: PR

. “the chlld's self—esteem ratlng and the parents' behaviors.

v 7 Se'eral questlons c3n be, ralse& concernlng both the 1nternal

and externgl validity or qenerallzabrilty (see Baltes, Reese, &

- . A

Nesselroade3 1977) of this study. One implication in- this paper

1’ .
is thaf if}tne parentsiin the studj treated their sons ll<e theixr

v"o/

—daugﬂérs (or v1ce-versah, the effect on self-esteem would dlffer.
*However,,ihere is no d1rect test of that. Such a direct test
’would create a sampllng problem (requirlng a son and a daughter

of approximately thexsamé:ege in all-famllles)'as ‘well as a

¢y




teachers that would not exist if only one of these or a different \

‘ The tower-building task is representative of the meny times in

_growing up whén,etéhildyis.learning,tp do some' task with an

‘a—bicyCief. The Family Rorschach prov1des a typlcal 51tuat10n

vwh;ch 11m1t the cenerallzablllty Of the behav1oral data pro-

auced but they do apnear to reflect . normal famlly act1v1t1es.

Family Patterns
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statistical problem (a tricky nested deszgn). Thus, we must

L]

be wary of the differential effect 1mp11catlon. Subjects were

‘also not salected randomly, ‘Perhaps there are unique parent-

child relations in families of children who are high or low in

both selr-report of self-esteem and behavioral reports of A :

measure had been used. Tt g A

This study is also limited by its structure ~- the tesks..

b ; - (3 N — - -. (3 - (3 .
.achievement component while a pareat 1s—ava11able (e. g., riding -

»
.f It . 5

in which family membersvmust make dec151ons ased cn amblguous :
1nformat10n. It mlnlmlzes the danger of relylng on preV1ous

[T

famlly history as-coull ke the case if the family was presented

$

a. 1wore common issue. Theseftasks may have characteristics -

[

The results ‘are also laruuly corigruent to those foung 1n re=
fsearch~u51ng the same methodslogy to 1nvestlgate children's
locus of control (Loeb, 1975). , CoL
Future'research on thls subject ‘would beneflt from the
emploYment,of different! tasks and moxrs naturalistic observations. " -é
Additiénal measures—u 1ng the same tasks would provide further o
tests of thelypotheses. For example, wqrmth and*lnvolvement
could he asseseed’during—the tower—huilding, while control and ‘
reinforcemeht patterqs,coﬁld be esSesseéduring the Family oo -

Rorschach.
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In conclusion, our findings provide moderate support

for the Directiveness and the Warmth/InvolVement Hypotheses

3

and nild support for the Reinforcement Hypothesis. This sug-

gests t@et né single explanation for so complex:a'beheviOral
outcom: as a child's self-esteem will be sufficient. Howeéer,
:SOme'generalizations from the -data are possible. ‘The family
© climate assocrated with hlgh self—esteem appears to be one in
whlch.‘ l) both*mother and father are supportlve of their child
A and of each other, 2) glrls have parents who avoldjhlghly
dlrectlve beﬁav1or and fathers who make relnforcement contingent

“upon thelr daughters Behav1or, 3) for boys, fathers refraln

‘from hlghly dlrectlve ox demandlng behavior,. whlle mothers-‘can

L4

?play a relatlvely directiveé role wnth thelr sons. These,rlgop“gs

support our contenrnon that }t 1s crltlcal to observe both |

>

fathers and mothers,, with their sons and with their~daughters,

if we are to understand self-esteem in:preadolesoenta.'

2

pe
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